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Introduction
Language planning can work to promote multilingualism or it can work to constrain it. Much of the history to human decision-making about languages has in fact sort to constrain multilingualism and to manage linguistic diversity by establishing a small number of languages, often a single language, as the normal languages of the state, and hence of education. This emphasis in language planning can be seen to emerge in the early days of European nation-state formation, for example in the Edict of Villers-Cotterêts (1539), which established French as the norm of French monarchical government (Boulard, 1999) . The ideology that a single unified nation-state required a single language gained particular impetus with the French Revolution, during which the argument for the necessity of a single language for the state made based on two main perspectives (Geeraerts, 2003) : one pragmatic -promoting effective communication and access to state institutions and political functionsand one symbolic -creating and reinforcing a single, unified identity. Schools have been central institutions for establishing national identity and the conceptualisation of the nation state as monolingual entailed a monolingual conceptualisation of the school, with linguistic diversity framed as a threat to national cohesion. This ideological conception of linguistic diversity as problematic for national unity influence the language planning of many of the nation-states that gained independence from former colonial powers following World War Two.
Also following World War Two, a competing ideological framing of linguistic diversity in education emerged, which saw education in the children's home language as being of central importance for their educational success. This ideology was given particular prominence by UNESCO, which in 1953 stated that 'it is axiomatic that the best medium for teaching a child is his [sic] mother tongue' (UNESCO, 1953, p. 11) . This argument in favour of multilingualism in education was predicated on an ideological framing of education that focused on human capital development rather than national identity as the core objective of education.
These two ideological positions have come to exist in parallel in contemporary educational discourses around the world and may be simultaneously present in many societies. The result is that in debates about education for speakers of minority languages one ideological framing favours educational responses which limit linguistic diversity while the other favours expanding the languages used in educational settings. One consequence of the parallel existence of such discourses is that in many cases, language planning that works to promote linguistic diversity in education may be constrained by a competing desire to limit and manage that diversity (Liddicoat & Curnow, 2014) .
In addition, to these two central ideologies that relate to the understanding of the linguistic identities of nation-states and the role of education within them, other language ideologies may also influence how languages are planned and used in education. One particularly significant ideology relates to how languages varieties are valued within a society. Where language ideologies exist that devalue a language, for example by representing it as a dialect of another language or as a non-standard form, such languages may not be considered worthy of inclusion in education. For example, the debates around Ebonics in the United States have persistently focused on the worth of the variety and its suitability for education and in so doing reflect extra-linguistic value systems relating to the social status of speakers and purity of language (Collins, 1999) . Similarly, pidgins and creoles are often excluded from education (Siegel, 2005) . In both contexts the varieties involved are considered as deviant forms of languages and education are seen as something that should be removed rather than developed. Winsa (1998 Winsa ( , 2000 has argued that for Meänkieli, a Finnic variety spoken in Sweden, it has been vital to have it recognised as a language in its own right rather than as a dialect of Finnish in order to find space for the variety in educational settings. Languages may be excluded from education because they are not thought to be suitably adapted to deal with the content of educational programs, reflecting ideologies are that some languages are less suited to the expression of modernity than others.
This argument has often been used to exclude vernacular languages from educational settings in preference to exogenous languages, often of colonial origin (Mchombo, 2014; Siegel, 2006) . Language planning work constructs the role and function of languages in multilingual contexts in complex ways and the prevailing ideologies within a society and the attitudes and values they (re)produce are an important part of the context in which language education occurs (Hélot & Young, 2005; Liddicoat, 2013) . Multilingual education programs need to navigate through the complexes of attitudes and ideologies that provide the backdrop against which they are implemented and which work to shape the possibilities for multilingual education within a society. The papers in this volume show how such ideologies and attitudes influence the possibilities for multilingual education in a number of societies. In each case, ideologies of uniformity and ideologies of diversity are in potential conflict in framing debates around education and educational practice.
Studies of multilingual education: Competing attitudes and ideologies
The contributions to this volume illustrate the tensions that are played out in different policy contexts in the current era of globalisation and mass migration. They show how, faced with high linguistic diversity, policymakers often fall back on entrenched positions that advocate monolingual education in a standard dominant language. The articles highlight the consequences of policy treatments which take a one-size-fits-all approach and thus effectively deny or consciously ignore ethnolinguistic diversity. As we have noted, discourses that emphasise standard languages have their roots in struggles for recognition and nationhood. The ability to use the dominant standard form of a language is often deemed to be a marker of loyalty and successful integration with the nation-state. In policy terms, this expectation also reflects the assumption that a monolingual medium-of-instruction (MOI) policy will equip students best for local labour markets and provide equal access to opportunity. Testing as a form of language policy is also evident as proficiency in the national standard language is increasingly being stipulated as a requirement for citizenship.
Such tests can act as a form of linguistic exclusion and social discrimination by preventing immigrants from attaining secure residency rights and acting as barriers to people who may be illiterate or have low levels of education (see, e.g., Committee on Migration, Refugees and Displaced Persons 2013; Shohamy, 2007) .
In Europe, these standard language ideologies conflict with the principle of plurilingualism (defined as an individual's communicative competence in a number of languages over his/her lifetime in accordance with his/her needs), to which Council of Europe policy attaches particular importance. As its policy website states: Standard language ideologies hostile to the teaching of Romani in schools provide continued justification for the exclusion of the Roma and obstructing their full participation in Czech society. Such attitudes, as Eckert points out, are directly opposed to the European 'two plus one' language policy (i.e., being able to use two languages in addition to a first language or mother tongue).
Turning to language policy and planning in the developing world, Willans discusses the effects of globalised language planning discourses in the Pacific nation of Vanuatu.
Referring to the notion of finding ideological and implementational space for non-dominant languages in education (Alexander, 2003; Chick, 2002; Chimbutane & Benson, 2012; Hornberger, 2005; Taylor-Leech, 2014) In contrast, Dorner deals with bottom-up language planning in the metropolitan United States, reporting on a study documenting the development of an elementary immersion school in a predominantly English monolingual city. She shows that when school leaders and parents place value on MLE as a right and resource, it can be successful, even when wider policy discourses are overwhelmingly hostile to bilingual education. The parents in her study not only had aspirations for their children's bilingual academic achievement but also saw bilingualism as supporting their children's wellbeing, as they valued the safe bilingual space that the school provided for their children. Dorner's study also highlights the critical importance of effectively marketing MLE to the local community.
Tollefson's article addresses the way MLE is treated in the mass media, in particular in newspapers. He considers their role in shaping public opinion on language policy.
According to Tollefson, all policy debates represent struggles between actors seeking to gain traction in the policymaking process. However, it is usually the most affluent, socially powerful actors who are able to get the most significant media exposure. This article underscores the points made by other authors in this volume about the active role of the media in promoting high versus low prestige bilingualism, in advocating language testing regimes, in reinforcing social divisions, in covering MLE favourably or unfavourably, in disseminating policy discourses and in providing a platform for the marketing MLE to the local community. While media debates on MLE in Hong Kong do not represent the views of political parties and factions, in the USA the bilingual education debate is politically polarised and takes on ethnic and racial overtones. Tollefson also observes how the media can provide a platform whereby groups with similar goals can establish alliances to influence policy. Moreover, a language group which can mobilise its economic, political and educational capital can use the media to its advantage and alternative discourses may appear in different news media in different languages. It is therefore important to analyse the media resources and the narrative frames that are put to use in the media by the various actors in debates on MLE if we are to understand how language policy is shaped and understood by the public. The papers in this volume reveal that attitudes and ideologies do not simply represent the context in which multilingual education takes place but rather are fundamentally implicated in the design, delivery of programs and even the possibility that programs may exist. In different contexts, attitudes and ideologies shape multilingual education in different ways, often constraining possibilities. They therefore play a central role in language planning and in explaining how language policy is implemented in a particular society.
